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Abstract 
This study aims at revealing prospective EFL teachers’ levels of phonological awareness, stressing the prominence of having 
phonological awareness in teaching English as a foreign language and making suggestions for promoting EFL teachers’ level of 
phonological awareness. The results of the study revealed prospective EFL teachers’ low level of phonological awareness, their 
willingness to enhance their phonological awareness and important suggestions for enhancing prospective EFL teachers' 
phonological awareness.  
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1. Introduction 
Phonology, the combination of phonetics and phonemics, is an important component of foreign language learning 
and teaching. A number of EFL teachers disregard teaching English phonology to their students in English language 
teaching departments in our country due to lack of phonological knowledge, time constraints, lack of beneficial 
teaching materials. Because good pronunciation is key to establishing successful interaction with others 
within/beyond classroom context, it is important that language teachers attribute importance to teaching L2 
pronunciation, more specifically L2 phonology to their students.  
Phonological awareness indicates a person’s degree of sensitivity to the sound structure of oral language (Anthony 
& Francis, 2005). Traditionally, phonological awareness is described as the ability to attend to, identify and utilize a 
range of sounds within the speech stream (Gillon, 2004; Schuele & Boudreau, 2008). At segmental level, 
phonological awareness can be defined as the combination of phonetic awareness and phonemic awareness. 
Phonetic awareness indicates an EFL learner’s ability to identify English consonants in terms of points and manner 
of articulation, English vowels in terms of tongue height, tongue position, and lip rounding, diphthongs and 
triphthongs in English words, specific cases of English consonants and vowels. Unlike phonetic awareness, 
phonemic awaress comprises an EFL learner’s ability to blend phonemes into syllables and syllables into words, 
add, delete, substitute, or rearrange phonemes or groups of phonemes within a word or a phrase, decompose a word 
into phonemes and syllables, identify the position of a specified phoneme or a sequence of phonemes within a word, 
identify rhyming and alliterating words and produce rhyming and alliterating words (Venkatagiri & Levis, 2009).   
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At suprasegmental level, phonological awareness refers to an EFL learner’s degree of sensitivity to suprasegmental 
aspects of a language (i.e. stress, pitch, juncture and intonation). Suprasegmental phonological awareness denotes an 
EFL learner’s ability to identify main stress in words, compound words (e.g. compound nouns, compound 
adjectives), phrases, and sentences, rising intonation in yes-no questions, and falling intonation in wh-questions and 
normal statements. Venkatagiri and Levis (2009) state that phonological awareness may be a factor in the 
comprehensibility of EFL speakers and that  greater amounts of overt knowledge of phonological patterns and rules 
may pave the way for the realization of higher level of speech comprehensibility. Hence, the aim of this study is to 
reveal prospective EFL teachers’ levels of phonological awareness through utilizing a research instrument made up 
of phonological awareness tasks ranging from identification of consonants according to points and manner of 
articulation to deleting initial consonant phonemes in the given words and to identifying rising intonation in yes-no 
questions, stress the prominence of having phonological awareness in teaching English as a foreign language and 
make suggestions for promoting EFL teachers’ level of phonological awareness.          
2. Method 
Sixty prospective EFL teachers (38 females, 22 males) from the English Language Teaching Department of Faculty 
of Education at Akdeniz University involved in the study. The methodology utilized in the study is mixed-method, 
containing both quantitative and qualitative approaches. While the strategy of inquiry used in the quantitative part of 
the study is a questionnaire, the strategy of inquiry utilized in the qualitative part is an interview. The demographic 
properties of the participants are presented in Table 1. 
Table 1. Demographic properties of the participants 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
     Frequency  Percentage (%) 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
Gender   Male  22  36.7 
   Female  38  63.3 
 
Age   18-20  -  - 
   21-23  57  95 
   24-24+  3  5 
 
Year   Seniors  60  100 
 
 
Taken Phonetics   Yes  60  100 
Course   No  -  - 
_________________________________________________________________ 
Total     60  100 
_________________________________________________________________ 
3. Instrument and data collection 
After an extensive literature review of instruments employed in different educational backgrounds (Robertson & 
Salter, 1995; Torgesen & Bryant, 1994; Venkatagiri & Levis, 2009; Wagner, Torgesen, & Rashotte, 1999), a 
questionnaire was designed by the researcher to collect data about prospective EFL teachers’ levels of phonological 
awareness. The questionnaire consisted of three parts. The first part asked about personal information such as age, 
gender and year of education, phonetics course taken or not taken. While the second part of the questionnaire 
contained forty-one multiple choice type of questions to measure prospective EFL teachers’ phonological awareness 
at segmental level, the third part of the questionnaire included ten multiple choice type of questions to measure their 
phonological awareness at suprasegmental level.  
 
The questionnaires were administered to the prospective EFL teachers at Akdeniz University (N=60). After rigorous 
analysis of the gathered data, 30 of these prospective teachers were also asked to give response to two open ended 
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questions to obtain more information with respect to their responses. These thirty students wrote their responses to 
these two open ended questions on a piece of paper and submitted the paper to the researcher. The questions that the 
researcher asked the respondents were as follows: 
 
1. Do you think prospective EFL teachers should have phonological awareness of the English language? 
2. What are some ways of increasing prospective EFL teachers’ phonological awareness of the English language?     
4. Data analysis and results 
Data were analyzed utilizing the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS. 15). In the following section, the 
results of the data analysis are presented in detail. Because the demographic variables for this study were discrete 
data (nominal and ordinal), descriptive statistics were employed to run for frequencies, percentages, mean and 
standard deviation (Beins, 2004; Heiman, 2001). 
4.1. Students’ scores on segmental phonological awaress 
In this study, prospective EFL teachers’ phonetic awareness and phonemic awareness were presented as segmental 
phonological awareness. Table 2 presents the mean scores and the standard deviations with respect to subscales 
referring to prospective EFL teachers’ phonetic awareness.  
 
Table 2. Prospective EFL teachers’ scores on phonetic awareness  
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Phonetic awareness                       Mean SD Maximum  Minimum 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
1. Identifying consonants according to points and    5.56 1.78 10.00  2.00 
         manner of articulation  
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
2. Identifying vowels according to tongue height, tongue position,  3.40 1.66 7.00  0.00 
       and lip rounding  
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
3. Identifying diphthongs in English words    0.83 0.71 2.00  0.00 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
4. Identifying triphthongs in English words    0.81 1.03 3.00  0.00 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
5. Identifying velarization in English words    0.68 0.74 2.00  0.00 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
6. Identifying palatalization in English words   0.72 0.71 2.00  0.00 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
7. Identifying labialization in English words    0.90 0.83 2.00  0.00 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
8. Identifying glottalization in English words  0.76 0.62 2.00  0.00 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
9. Identifying affricativization in English words   1.35 1.05 3.00  0.00 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
10. Identifying alveopalatalization in English words   0.75 0.85 3.00  0.00 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
In the questionnaire, students gave response to ten items with respect to subscale 1 (i.e. identifying consonants 
according to points and manner of articulation). For instance, students were asked to identify [k] sound in English 
(e.g. [k] is a voiceless, velar, stop sound.) Students’ scores on subscale 1 (M= 5.56; SD= 1.78) indicate that they had 
moderate level of phonetic awareness with respect to identifying consonants according to points and manner of 
articulation. Subscale 2 was related to identifying vowels according to tongue height, tongue position, and lip 
rounding. Students responded eight items regarding this subscale. To illustrate, students were asked to identify [e] 
sound in English (e.g. [e] is a half-close mid front unrounded vowel). Students’ scores on subscale 2 (M= 3.40; SD= 
1.66) show that they had low level of phonetic awareness with respect to this subscale. Subscale 3 was related to 
identifying diphthongs in English words. Students responded to three items concerning this subscale. For instance, 
students were asked to identify whether or not there was a fronting diphthong in the words such as cotton, seat, boat. 
Their scores on this subscale (M= 0.83; SD= 0.71) denote that students had low level of phonetic awareness with 
respect to subscale 3. Subscale 4 was on identifying triphthongs in English words. Students were asked to circle the 
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words containing triphthongs (e.g. royal, mayor, fire) out of the given nine words (e.g. merry, fire, take, royal, 
mayor, bake, cake, shake, make).  Students’ scores on subscale 4 (M= 0.81; SD= 1.03) indicate that they had low 
level of phonetic awareness with respect to this subscale. Subscales 5, 6, 7 and 8 were related to identifying specific 
cases of English consonants (i.e. velarization, palatalization, labialization, and glottalization). Students were asked 
to circle the words (they were two in number for each case) containing the velarization (e.g. go, call), palatalization 
(e.g. tune, cube), labialization (e.g. soon, loom) and glottalization (e.g. cotton, bottom) of some specific sounds. 
Students’ scores on subscale 5 (M= 0.68; SD= 0.74), subscale 6 (M= 0.72; SD= 0.71), subscale 7 (M= 0.90; SD= 
0.83) and subscale 8 (M= 0.76; SD= 0.62) exhibit that they had low level of phonetic awareness with respect to 
velarization, palatalization, labialization and glottalization of some specific sounds. As for subscale 9, this subscale 
was related to identifying affricativization in English words. Students were asked to circle the sentences (e.g. Can’t 
you solve this problem?, Don’t you have a piece of paper?, Did you do your homework?) that show the case of 
affricativization. Lastly, subscale 10 was related to identifying alveopalatalization in English words. Students were 
asked to circle the sentences (e.g. I miss you so much, Bless you, Kiss you) that show the case of alveopalatalization. 
Students’ scores on subscale 9 (M= 1.35; SD= 1.05) and subscale 10 (M= 0.75; SD= 0.85) exhibit that they had low 
level of phonetic awareness with respect to affricativization and alveopalatalization. These outcomes demonstrate 
that prospective EFL teachers had low level of phonetic competence with respect to identifying consonants, vowels, 
and specific cases of English consonants. Table 3 presents the mean scores and the standard deviations with respect 
to subscales referring to prospective EFL teachers’ phonemic awareness.  
 
Table 3. Prospective EFL teachers’ scores on phonemic awareness  
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Phonemic awareness                       Mean SD Maximum  Minimum 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
1. Deleting initial consonant phoneme     3.00 0.00 3.00  3.00  
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
2. Deleting final consonant phoneme    3.00 0.00 3.00  3.00 
        
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
3. Adding a consonant phoneme to the beginning of the words  3.00 0.00 3.00  3.00 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
4. Substituting consonant phonemes in a word   3.00 0.00 3.00  3.00 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
5. Phonemic blending      2.78 0.61 3.00  0.00 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
6. Phonemic segmentation     2.98 1.12 3.00  2.00  
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
7. Phonemic sequencing     2.43 1.12 3.00  0.00  
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
8. Identifying the shared phoneme in the given words   0.38 0.84 3.00  0.00 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
9. Identifying rhyming words     1.21 1.35 3.00  0.00 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
As seen in table 3, in the questionnaire, students gave response to one item with respect to subscale 1 (i.e. deleting 
initial consonant phoneme). They were asked to pronounce three words (e.g. feet, lake, and boat) without initial 
consonant phonemes. Students’ scores on subscale 1 (M= 3.00; SD= 0.00) indicate that they had very high level of 
phonemic awareness with respect to deleting initial consonant phoneme. Subscale 2 was related to deleting final 
consonant phoneme. Students were asked to pronounce three words (e.g. rose, seat, and inch) without final 
consonant phoneme. Students’ scores on subscale 2 (M= 3.00; SD= 0.00) exhibit that they had very high level of 
phonemic awareness with respect to this subscale. Subscale 3 was related to adding a consonant phoneme to the 
beginning of the words. Students were asked to say three words (e.g. eat, lay, and lot) fırst and then they were asked 
to say these words again by adding /m/ in front of the word eat, /p/ in front of the word lay, and /s/ in front of the 
word lot. Their scores on this subscale (M= 3.00; SD= 0.00) indicate that students had very high level of phonemic 
awareness with respect to subscale 3. Subscale 4 was on substituting consonant phonemes in a word. Students were 
asked to say three words (e.g. shop, mile, well) and then they were asked to change /sh/ in the first word into /ch/, 
/m/ in the second word into /p/ and /w/ in the third word into /f/. Their scores on this subscale (M= 3.00; SD= 0.00) 
indicate that students had very high level of phonemic awareness with respect to subscale 4. Subscale 5 was about 
phonemic blending. Students were asked to listen to a sequence of isolated sounds with a short pause between them 
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and blend phonemes into syllables and syllables into words (e.g. /l ae s t/, /taenk/, /mi:n/). Students’ scores on this 
subscale (M= 2.78; SD= 0.61) show that they had high level of phonemic awareness with respect to subscale 5. 
Subscale 6 was related to phonemic segmentation. Students were asked to decompose three words (e.g. man, book, 
fat) into phonemes. Their scores on this subscale (M= 2.98; SD= 1.12) indicate that they had high level of phonemic 
awareness with respect to subscale 6. Subscale 7 was related to phonemic sequencing. Students were asked to listen 
to three words (e.g. mark, note, color) and identify the sounds (i.e. /a/, /ou/, and /l/) that come after the reference 
sounds. Subscale 8 was on identifying the shared phoneme in the given three sets of words (e.g. ship-shop-share, 
chair-cheese-chalk, thank-with-wealth). Students’ scores on this subscale (M= 0.38; SD= 0.84) exhibited that they 
had very low level of phonemic awareness with respect to subscale 8. Lastly, related to subscale 9 which was on 
identifying rhyming words, students were asked to circle the two words that they thought rhymed in the given three 
sets of words (e.g. ice-twice-twine, book-look-good, hop-pop-pot). Table 4 presents the mean scores and the standard 
deviations with respect to subscales referring to prospective EFL teachers’ suprasegmental awareness.  
4.2. Students’ scores on suprasegmental phonological awaress 
Table 4 presents the mean scores and the standard deviations with respect to subscales referring to prospective EFL 
teachers’ suprasegmental phonological awareness.  
 
 
Table 4. Prospective EFL teachers’ scores on suprasegmental awareness  
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Suprasegmental awareness                    Mean SD Maximum  Minimum 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
1. Identifying stress in two-syllabled words     2.26 1.13 3.00  0.00  
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
2. Identifying stress in multi-syllabled words  2.66 1.45 5.00  0.00  
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
3. Identifying stress in word families    1.11 0.99 3.00  0.00 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
4. Identifying stress in compound nouns    1.38 1.12 3.00  0.00 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
5. Identifying stress in compound adjectives    1.28 1.23 3.00  0.00  
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
6. Identifying stress in English sentences    3.90 0.30 4.00  3.00  
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
7. Identifying intonation in yes-no questions   1.93 0.75 3.00  0.00  
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
8. Identifying intonation in wh-questions    1.80 0.83 3.00  0.00 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
9. Identifying intonation in statements    1.96 0.84 3.00  0.00  
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
As seen in table 4, in the questionnaire, students gave response to one item with respect to subscale 1 (i.e. 
identifying stress in two-syllabled words). They were asked to underline the syllable having main stress in words 
such as father, mother, sister. Students’ scores on subscale 1 (M= 2.26; SD= 1.13) indicate that they had high level 
of suprasegmental awareness with respect to identifying stress in two syllabled words. Subscale 2 was related to 
identifying stress in multi-syllabled words. Students were asked to underline the syllable having main stress in 
words such as diversify, defective, comedian, abbreviate, abdication. Students’ scores on subscale 2 (M= 2.66; SD= 
1.45) exhibit that they had average level of suprasegmental awareness with respect to this subscale. Subscale three 
was related to identifying stress in word families. Students were asked to underline the syllable having main stress in 
words such as a photograph, photographer, photographic, to photograph. Their scores on this subscale (M= 1.11; 
SD= 0.99) indicate that students had very low level of suprasegmental awareness with respect to subscale 3. 
Subscale 4 was related to identifying stress in compound nouns. Students were asked to underline the element 
having main stress in compound nouns such as airport, newspaper, lipstick. Students’ scores on this scale (M= 1.38; 
SD= 1.12) display that they had low level of suprasegmental awareness with respect to subscale 4. Subscale 5 was 
on identifying stress in compound adjectives. Students were asked to underline the element having main stress in 
compound adjectives such as snow-white, well-dressed, and long-sighted. Students’ scores on this scale (M= 1.28; 
SD= 1.23) exhibit that students had low level of suprasegmental awareness with respect to subscale 5. Subscale 6 
was related to identifying stress in English sentences. Students were asked to listen to four sentences (e.g. The 
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country, was declared independent, I am doing a phonetics course, Next year I will be thirteen, It was a successful 
project) and underline the word receiving the main stress. Students’ scores on this scale (M= 3.90; SD= 0.30) 
reveals that they had high level of suprasegmental awareness with respect to subscale 6. Subscales 7, 8, and 9 were 
about identifying intonation in yes-no questions, wh-questions and statements. Students were asked to listen to three 
yes-no questions (e.g. Is Ted ill?, Are you happy with your new job?, Are you married?), three wh-questions (e.g. 
What is your profession?, Where did you go yesterday?, Why were you late for the class yesterday?), and three 
statements (e.g. I went home late last night, I ate a sandwich, The book was on Turkish phonology) and show 
whether the intonation goes up or down at the end in the given sentences by using (↓) or (↑) symbol. Students’ 
scores on scale 7 (M= 1.93; SD= 0.75), scale 8 (M= 1.80; SD= 0.83) and scale 9 (M= 1.96; SD= 0.84) reveal that 
they had average level of suprasegmental awareness with respect to these three subscales.    
 
4.3. Students’ responses to two open-ended interview questions 
4.3.1. Prospective EFL teachers’ views on the prominence of having phonological awareness of the English 
language 
 
In response to the first question regarding whether prospective EFL teachers should have phonological awareness of 
the target language or not, all of the participants stressed that prospective EFL teachers’ phonological awareness of 
the target language is highly prominent. The following selected quotations (presented verbatim) are representative of 
the views expressed: 
   
“Prospective EFL teachers should have phonological awareness of the target language. They should be a good 
model for their students by trying to pronounce English words accurately. If they mispronounce English words while 
teaching English to their students, students learn these misarticulations of English words and this situation gives 
rise to fossilized pronunciation mistakes in later stages of their language learning and these fossilized pronunciation 
mistakes bring about communication breakdowns and what is worse is  they cannot be corrected. ” (Participant 5). 
 
“In my view, prospective EFL teachers should have phonological awareness of the target language because a good 
language teacher is a person who has sufficient amount of theoretical and practical knowledge with respect to 
teaching profession as well as the phonological system of the language that s/he is teaching in the classroom ” 
(Participant 7) 
4.3.2. Suggestions for enhancing prospective EFL teachers’ phonological awareness  
In response to the second question related to suggestions to enhance prospective EFL teachers’ phonological 
awareness, the respondents emphasized the importance of (a) phonological training supplemented by technological 
tools, (b) interacting with native speakers of the English language, (c) watching English films, (d) increasing number 
and hour of pronunciation courses in undergraduate program to give the teacher candidates the chance to do more 
practice on phonological aspects of the English language, (e) studying phonetic transcriptions of English words in 
monolingual dictionaries. The following selected quotations are concrete indicators of the views expressed: 
       
“To promote our phonological awareness,  our teachers should  supplement their teaching via technological tools 
such as the computer, the Internet, the projector, DVD player. Without using technology in a language classroom, 
they cannot get the expected results from a traditional phonological training. As prospective EFL teachers, we 
should see, hear, and practice what we are presented in the classroom by our teacher ” (Participant 7) 
 
“According to me, there are three simple ways of developing EFL teacher candidates’ phonological awareness. 
These ways are: interacting with native speakers of the English language, watching English films and studying 
phonetic transcriptions of English words in monolingual dictionaries” (Participant 10)   
 
“In the curricula of English teacher training departments, the number and weekly hour of pronunciation courses 
must be increased to provide prospective EFL teachers with the opportunity to do more practice on phonological 
aspects of the English language (Participant 12)    
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5. Conclusion 
The results of the study revealed that prospective EFL teachers had low level of phonological awareness with 
respect to segmental and suprasegmental aspects of the English language. The results of the study also revealed that 
all of the prospective EFL teachers  were enthusiastic about developing their phonological awareness of the English 
language due to adopting the view that a good language teacher should a good model for the students by trying to 
pronounce English words as accurately as possible. Finally, this study suggested that (a) phonological training 
should be supplemented by technological tools, (b) prospective EFL teachers should interact with native speakers of 
the English language, (c) prospective EFL teachers should watch English films, (d) the number and hour of 
pronunciation courses in undergraduate program should be maximized to give the teacher candidates the chance to 
do more practice on phonological aspects of the English language, (e) prospective EFL teachers should study 
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